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SQviET ASSESSMENTS O THE TWC0'TF Bn'3=- 1= rM0-Y---

The Case of the Kursk Ooeratiorn

1. INTRODUCTION

It was menti:oned in the introduction to tne first reoort in tnx's

series -- Soviet Qssessents of the Theatp•- Paace of Po,,-=c- The Case

of the _beic_'iss;ar _OPeratir [Reoort 86-10-- that the aofssr2:'-: cf

onels own• rt i:i.tarv c naoai1, it,.e_ v•s-.P.-v-s oh.. ,':, •t•÷ e .•~ s - •

costt te _i- ,o thr- ma---or inrouttS it, t he deve Ioower,ý. o-f r, i I i,.a r,

Drcraris. Thl.i studyv of Soviet aa, l vse- of the Ku•-sL o'e"-ati,- cortlr, p

rI.., irve_: tira *I-nV, into the broac qu.est.•or, o, the Soviet ' ,cc to tne

assessment of the balance of forces in theut'-e. A r, Tn - ? tnr-

Be uss__s;a._ Ooerat.-'.. the resu.ilt ,.f this stury ;s n,'t er".,-_,ne- r..

"S,-oviet-stvl&e' static assessr-eet c,*-,e batp,,c-e, Rapther. we av-e .r-

to' unrerstand what facto,-s Soviet Gener-al Staff specialists ars r,,:,re

l±,ely to emohasize for doct,-in, al. strate•:c, isto,-ica] ar, c

reas.:,nr ir; their assessmernt of the ialance. Thus, we are irte--estec i.',

the suostantive basis of Soviet theatre assessment arc re'astve

importance of its components.

The stucy of Soviet analyses of the Peo,',ussiar, ocer. a ,vec ±.-

three tentative conclusions:

o the "revolution in military affairs" had relatively little
impact on Soviet military thinking about the st-atec:C
conduct of theater offensive ooerat ions and, hence. ,:',
Soviet assessments of the balance of forces in the theatre

o Soviet analysts attach particular imoortance tc local
superiority and concentration of forces in the sector of the
main strike;

o If faced with the trade-off between careful oreoaration for
the operation and good prospects for achievino surprise,
Soviet analysts favor the latter.



1.2 Sources and Method

This case study is intended to test the validity of these tentative

conclusions by testing them against a different set of data. It also

continues the search for other key factors that may set the context for

Soviet balance assessments.

The basic source of information remains the same -- Soviet analyses of

strategic operations of the Great Patriotic War published in Voyenno-

istoricheskiv zhurnal. Where the Belorussian operation was a stratecic

offensive operation, the Kursk operation conducted in the Summer of 1943

is an example of a pre-planned defensive operation which was followed by

a counter-offensive. Thus, the Kursk operation allows us to check the

findings of the first case study for the same period of time and using

the same source of data, but under different strategic conditions. Thus

a new variable -- strategic mission -- will be entered into our analysis

and it will be possible to address the question concernino the role it

plays in Soviet theatre balance assessment.

The methodology used here remains the same as in the study of the

Belorussian operation: a time-series content analysis of Se ,t

military-historical writings. The articles on the Kursk operation

published in Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurnal were divided into three

periods in accordance with what are commonly accepted as the macor

2



turning points in the evolution of Soviet military doctrine:

"o The "revolution in military affairs" -- 1959 - 1968

"o The transition phase -- 1969 - 1974

"o The conventional phase -- 1974 - present

3



2. THE EVOLUTION OF SOVIET ANALYSES OF THE KURSK OPERATION

Soviet analyses of the Kursk operation have undergone a significant

and noticeable transformation during the last quarter of the century.

The most distinctive feature of the Kursk operation in the eyes of Soviet

military analysts was that its first part constituted a strategic-scale

defensive operation which was followed by a counter-offensive.

2.1 Analyses of the Kursk Operation during the "Revolution in Military

Affairs -- 1959 - !968

Marshal K. Rokossovskiy's 1959 article was devoted to the events of

the Kursk operation as they occurred in the sector of the Central Front

of wnich he was the commander. The subsequent counter-offensive orovided

Rokossovsky a more than ample rationale for a temporary transition to

defense.1 Rokossovskiy attached great imDortance to creating heavily

concentrated multi-layered defenses. 2 He attributed the failure of the

Central Front to achieve significant results in the course of counter-

offensive to the losses suffered by the Soviet Army during the defensive

phase of the operation.3

Rokossovskiy's analysis of the Kursk battle may be interpreted as a

veiled criticism of the general insistence of the Stavka to hold every

inch of territory and never retreat. In Rokossovskiy's view it is bette-

to retreat than risk a breakthrough of the enemy forces into the

operational rear of the Soviet Army. 4  Such comments by the former

coimander of the Central Front combined with his view of the losses in

the course of the Kursk defensive operation as being the reason for the

lack of progress in counter-offensive could lead one to conclude that as

a result of the Stavka's refusal to authorize retreat and use of reserves

4



to prevent it, the troops suffered exceedingly heavy losses, reserves

were depleted and the Soviet Army's chances to achieve significant

results in the course of counter-offensive were jeopardized.

Perhaps, the most comprehensive treatment of the Kursk battle to

appear in Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurnal during the period of 1959-1968

was authored by Marshal M. Zakharov and occasioned by the battle's 20th

anniversary in June-July 1963.5 According to Zakharov, the stratecic

importance of the Kursk operation was in that in the course of it the

Soviet Army had finally reversed the tide of the war and gained permanent

control of strategic initiative. In his assessment of the situation in

the theatre Zakharov noted that by the Summer of 1943 the Soviet Union

was in a much better position than Germany. Due to the improved

performance of the Soviet defense industry in a number of categories such

as production of tanks, aircraft and small weapons important chances had

beer introducec in the organization of the Soviet Army which enhanced its

combat capability. 6

However, these improvements apparently were not enough for the conduct

of a successful offensive in the Summer of 1943. A combination of heavy

losses suffered by the Soviet Army in the course of the Winter Camoaigy,

of 1942-43 and a difficult situation in the operational rear of the army

which had fallen behind as a result of poor road conditions worsened by

Spring thaw made it necessary in the view of the Stavka to make a

temporary transition to defense along the entire strategic front, regroup

and create powerful strategic reserves so as to launch a successful

offensive in the Summer. 7

As reported by Zakharov, the transition to defense was envisaged by

5



the Stavka as a purely temporary measure aimed at improving the ability

of the Soviet Army to launch the Summer offensive. Therefore, it is

precisely with this goal in mind that in the course of preparations for

the defensive operation an unusual situation was created at the Kursk

salient. In fact, Marshal Zakharov emphasized the uniqueness of the

Kursk defensive operation precisely for reasons of defender's suoeriority

in many categories and argued that it is not worthy of the title

"classic" given to it by some analysts. 8

The statistics cited by Marshal Zakharov in his article indicate that

by the start of the German offensive in the key sectors of the strategic

front the defender -- the Soviet Army -- enjoyed a 1.4:1 superiority irt

manpower; 2:1 in artillery; 1.3:1 in tanks and self-propelled artillery

over the attacker. 9  Thus, the Soviet Army had a very imoortavt rdvartape

in the category where, according to conventional wisdom, the attacker is

required to be superior -- numerical strength. In addition to that it

enjoyed advantages traditionally enjoyed by the defender -- layers of

fortified positions in which Soviet troops literally had dug themselves

in. 10

The Stavka's preparations for the Kursk operation included one othe-

component -- creation of very powerful strategic reserves. Concentrated

in the rear of the Kursk salient and subseQuently combined into the

Stepnoy Front, they, according to Zakharov, constituted the most powerful

strategic reserves created in the course of the entire Great Patriotic

War. 1 1 This was another characteristic feature of the Kursk defensive

operation -- two strategic echelons. The Stepnoy Front constituted the

second strategic echelons in the sector where the threat was expected to

6



be the greatest. 12

Deployment of the second strategic echelon in the sector of the front

where the enemy's main strike had been expected was coupled with a much

greater than in the first period of the war operational density of the

troops. 13 Thus, in the Kursk operation the combination of these two

factors resulted in two-dimensional concentration of forces -- in depth

and along the front. Although Marshal Zakharov had pointed out ir the

conclusion to the article that it would have been erroneous to consider

tne Kurs6 operation as a "classic defensive ooeration," there is no doubt

that his analysis was intended to credit the high degree of troop

concentration as a major factor in the successful outcome of the battle

ano the final reversal of the course of the entire war. 1 4

Wh:le the Kursk defensive operation has been firmly established in

Soviet military-historical literature as the turning point of the enthre

war, if its importance were judged by the number of corresoonoino

articles in Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurna: it would be far outranked by

offensive operations of the third period of the war such as Belorussia,

Vislo-Oder, and East-Prussia. The majority of analyses of the Kursk

,4fensive operation were, apparently, occasioned by its anniversaries--

20-th, 30th, 40th -- when the principal journal of military history simply

must have opened its pages to it. This relative neglect for the Kursk

operation may be indicative of a more general lack of interest during

most of this period in defensive operations.

The coverage of the Kursk defensive operation in Voyenno-

istoricheskiy zhurnal leaves its readers with a distinct impression that

a temporary transition to defense on the operational-strategic level
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allowed the Soviet Army to regroup, create strong reserves for the

purpose of the subsequent counter-offensive and weaken the enemy's forces

with the help of advantages traditionally enjoyed by the defender. Or,

the strategic level the Kursk battle was the turning point of the entire

war where the enemy's last chance to win the war was denied and the

Soviet Army finally entered the period of strategic offensive. Tr.,s,

both operationally and stratecically the temporary transition to defense

at Kursk was justified by its contribution to the offensive that followec

it. This is the conclusion that Voyenno-istoricneskýY zhurnal rear ,"s

must have reached on the basis of articles or the Kursk battle publis'iec

there.

The second part of Marshal Zakharov's article or, the KursB c-e-'ation

dealt with the countev'-offensive that followed the defersive bttle.

Unrema'kable for either its quality or novelty, Zanharov's arallylEs

attributes tte successful transiticr, to ccu.,nte'-cffens_-.ve to the :ve-'-""

positive trends in the performance of So:viet defense industry w.icý. wF;•

able to supply the front with more and better (tha-. ir, the M-scs:.,

counter-offensive in December 1941 and Voloa in Noverbe• 1942" weap:-.ns.l!

P.-ther factor that, according to Zakha,:.v, had cc:trib..te'd t-

successful transition to counter-offensive, was that preparations for thE

Kursk operation were conducted during a pause i: the course of whiAT

neither side had attempted to launch ant offensive. 1 6  Thus, presur,cabi),

sufficient time had been allowed for redeployment of forces and

strengthening the key sectors. As was mentioned by Zakharov in the first

part of the article, that was the purpose of reserves. However, as a

result of the temporary transition of defense the reserves were deployed
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for the defensive mode of operations so as to be able to provide

reinforcement in the threatened sectors where the enermy forces were the

strongest. The limited success of the counter-offensive was attributed

by Zakharov precisely to inefficient use of reserves and unfortunate

choice of the direction of the main strike by the Stavka w.ich orde-ef

the frontal attack against the Oryol group of the Ge-,,man Arr;y w-ic' a

just been stoppec in its offensive. That was the strongest se:tcr :-, "'z

enemy's front arid, hence, one of the least oopo-tune for the pr..!pose :-

the Soviet attack. 1 7

Thus, if Voyennro-istoricnesx iy znurnal readers wer-C tau7-t t-_-•"

offensive operations of the Great Patriotic War owed their suc:es t,_

sucI factors as skillful choice of the direction of the v,: stri',

surprise arc superiority ove- the enewy in the sect,:- o' t'-

Drea...tr,:,ug , they were liKely to draw cocLus,-icr fr', Za':-,-. ':.

article that were fully consistent with the r pre-c',us undec'st-narid fr

the rules of successful offensive operatior, ;

1. The direction of the main strike of the operatiorn c.:-.ýfu--tec b.y
three Fronts -- Western, Bryansk ant. Central -- was ch:.ser p:
so that these fronts conducted a frontal attac- of the erie-..";.
strongest group of forces which despite just having failed it, its
own of-nsive, had beern reirforce: fo" thet i k ant re,,e.e
strong18
2. As a result of the poor choice of direction of the rmair, striw'e
neither the superiority over the enermy "r, that sect:-,', ncr,-
surprise was achieved, and only a linmitec sttccess covid be
achieved during the counter-offensive.

Zakharov's own analysis could only reinforce such th&rk-•:. -'

attributed German successful retreat frorm the Kursk sa'ient to their

ability to redeploy forces to key sectors of the front, thereby

preventing the Soviet Army from achievlng local superiority. It also hat

the effect of shortening the sector of the front along which the German

9



defense had to be conducted, increasing the density of tro,:p

deployment. 19

As was mentioned earlier, Zakharov's was the most comprehensive

treatment of the Kursk operation to appear in the years that became know"

in Soviet literature as the "revolution in military affairs." Othe'-

authors' analyses have focused on more specific aspects o, the operati:s'

and served a complementary role ir its coverage.

A 1963 article by N. Shekhcvtsov focused on the counter-offensive o-'

the Soviet Army following the Ku's-. battle. Shekhovtsov's analysis

,:,ilowed essentially the same course as Zakharov' s article. He

attributed the Soviet Army's failure to achieve significant res4ults in

the course of the counter-offensive to irefficiert use o,• reserve=- in the

Xursk battle whicr left the arrty without any tarn an., -:ie=!,*arizef t-'.:.-.ý

for the develoomert of the operatin. ir,-depth,* ..C" ir, b" t.' t,•

regro, up and achieve superiority itn the 'e, sect° *:f the f cY :

skillful retreat of the German Arrxy ir. the c:,-urse c-1f which it r,'a-3•' t:

shorten its sector of defense and achieve hicn density of cefer>e.c::- I•

addition, the Soviet counter-offensive suffered from poor orgari.:.at:

and performance of the arm"' s ree,; amm,,nit•,-,o stocks hac: bee- cc: -

by the end of August and lacking an adequate trarnsportaticon netwv:rg

*According to Shekhovtsov, in early Seotember when tank arc

mechanized troops were needed for the development of the
offensive in-depth all tank armies and many mechanized corps had
been recalled to the reserve of the Stavka for replenishment
after having suffered heavy losses in the course of the defensive
operation. Thus, the improvements introduced in the organization
of the Soviet Army as a result of better performance of the
Soviet industry -- creation of tank corps arid armies whose
mission was to serve as an armored fist in breakthrough
operations -- added little to its ability to conduct offensive
operat ions.
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Soviet armies' rear fell behind by some 100-200 km and was unable ts make

deliveries to the troops. 2 2

Thus, Soviet analyses of the Kursk operation and attempts to explain

the outcome of its two phases -- defensive and offensive -- singled out

the same factors as analyses of the Belorussian operation. Correct

selection of the sector of the main strike, surprise, concent,-ati-,r, ,,f

forces and achievement of suoeriority over the enemy in the sect:;- c, tne

main strike accounted for the outcome of the battle. Der;,a: t,- t••e

Gev-man Army of the element of surprise and knowledge of the directicr, :,f

the forthcoming attack, deployment of the second stratecic eche:or, al.:r:

with a very high concentration of troops resulted in a very hig' tw)-

dimensional concentration of forces (alonr the front and in dept' -.

prevented the Germ•n Arnry from achievinc a breakt'rcug'.-. :-,:,ect

selectior of the sector of the main strike which mate it imp'os.ib:E :

the Soviet Army to achieve superiority in that se-tcr as wel- as V-.

absence of the element of surprise contributed t.-, the Ger'i-,r's Ke" &-

executed retreat frorm the Kursk salient. That retreat was helped t,

their skillful maneuvering which made it possible tc achieve vei-) te'•r

defenses and prevent a Soviet brea".':.,gi- By ccnttast, ir ca-se r" ',

the Belorussian operation its successful outco:,me was explained by Soviet

military analysts as a result of masterful selection of the directicon Cif

the main strike resulting in surprise, local superi:ority in lcrces a,'ý,

their high concentration. Writings on the Kursk operation, put the

availability and skillful use of strategic reserves (which is of little,

if any importance when the next war is expected to be short and nuclear)

among the most important factors that determine the outcome of aý
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operat ion.

And just as in the case of Soviet analyses of the Belorussiar;

operation published during the "revolution in military affairs" the

authors failed to make any mention of the radical change in Soviet

military doctrine, its impact on strategy and imolications for the

lessons that should be drawn from the experience of the Great Pat rictic

War.

2.2 Analyses of the Kursk Operation during the "Transitionr, Peo""c---
1969 - 1974

Analyses of the Kursk operaticor during the so-called "transitior

period" when Soviet military doctrine was evolving frovr its formulatio:-

of the years cf the "revolution in military affairs" to the rmore

conventional posture were more in accordance with official doctrine thar.

during the latter period. In general it must be noted that tVE-,

operation received little attention from Soviet m+ilitary anz'ysts _:,:

the transition Deriod.

The July 1973 issue of Voyent no-istoricieskiy zhurnl cntaid t he

mandatory 3Mth anniversary article on the Kursk o-,peratior writter, by C.

Kolturnov. The article repeated many of the points made eat-lier- by other

authors concerning the success of defense at the Kursk salient. Among,

them was the improved performance of the Soviet defense indust-y,2 3 the

Soviet Army's numerical superiority over the enemy which, combinet with

skillful deployment of troops produced very high densities and

correlations of forces in the key sectors of the front favoring the

Soviet Army. 2 4  The fact that transition to defense by the Soviet Army

was carried out intentionally was stressed by Koltunov several times in,

his article. 2 5  As in other articles, it was justified by the ultimate

12



goal of subsequent counter-offensive.

Several articles published in Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurnal in the

early-70's used the Kursk operation in discussions of such issues of

military art as the use of strategic reserves and conduct of defensive

operations.26 As was mentioned earlier, in the course of preoaration fcr

the Kursk operation the Soviet High Commanc had created the lar-est

reserves in the course of the entire war. According to So.viet auth,:,!s,

these reserves played the key role in the Kurs- operation and hel:ec

increase the operational density of the troops it, the "direction of :he

main strie." The ability of the Soviet High Command to ariass such •a,-[9

reserves was perceived by these writers as a function :-f tie imnrc-'et

performance of the Soviet defense industry. 2 7 Given the emOn-2ss pacec

by Soviet military literature on the imo:.rtance of aocl:'catic-r Cf.• : e.sf

of the past to cortemoorary problems, the very fact that Soviet rLt"

analysts were turning tc, the issue of creatiori ard use c.` st-aterc:

reser-ves could be interpreted as a sign of changing military doctrinre.12•

The Kursk ope-ation was also mentioned i, the context of tie cuesticr,

of defens4ve operations. Two articles by Colonel V. Mararnzi :r; 1971 a-c

*In the environment of the "revolution in military affairs'

strategic reserves were of little or no utility becavse nuclear-
escalation was presumed to be immediate and any sucn reserves
would constitute a highly attractive target for the ereawy's
missiles. The signs of change in the official doctrine, however,
were hard to ignore. Writing in 1970 in an article dealing %ith
the issue of strategic reserves Major General Zemskov stated tnat
in "contemporary conditions" armed struggle could not be
conducted without large strategic reserves and that it would be
impossible to achieve the "final goals" in one strike. Zemskov
saw the mission of the Supreme Command in ensuring timely
preparation and proper use of strategic reserves. This issue,
according to him, was highly pertinent to the current moment and
should have been studied on the basis of the experience of the
Great Patriotic War.
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1974 discussed the war-time experience of defensive operations. As in

the past, the purpose of defensive operations of the second and thire

periods of the war was seen solely in terms of its utility for the

subsequent counter-offensive. 2 9  Improvements in the ability of the

Soviet Army to conduct defensive operations was, as in the past, tied to

better performance of the defense incustry3 @ and success of such

operations was, apparently, measured in reverse proportior to the dept,

of the defender's retreat.31 This in turn, depended or, those factors

aiready mentioned by other authors: density of troop deploymert, depth of

defense o- numoer of layers of defensive installations, and the ceg-ee ,

saturation of the oefense sector with such armaments as tanks and self-

prooelled artillery. The ability to concentrate forces in the key

sectors was. just as in analyses of offens:ve operations, consioerec t.-.

be the most important requirement for, success.32

Thus, Soviet discussions of the Kursi operat ion during the yea-s cr

transition from the "revolution in w2iitat'y affai-s" t: •cp

conventional doctrine reflected little change fror,• the forrrer period.

Articles published in Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurnal indicated that Soviet

military thought and analysis of war-time operations suth as theV

battle proceeced much along the same lines as at the previous stace of

doctrine development. Factors such as the ability to concentrate forces

in the key sector and achieve high density of troop deployment were

deemed crucial for the conduct of successful defense. It sh:uld be

noted, however, that based on the assumptions concerning the role of

military-historical writings in the first part of this study,

publications of the "transition phase" conformed more to our expectations

14



than those published during the "revolution."

2.3 Discussions of the Kursk Operation during the "Conventional" Phase--

1974 - Present

Soviet analyses of the Kursk operation have generally conformed wit"

our expectations based on doctrinal developments and findings of the

study of Soviet discussions of the Beiorussian ooeration. However, their

evolution in the contemporary perioa sugoests that Soviet mrliýa-ry

establishment is faced with a range of fundamentally new issues with far-

reaching strategic and possibly doctrinal implications.

As was mertioned earlier, temporary transitior. to defense ir. t!

Spring of 1943 was explained by Soviet military analysts as a measu.re

exclusively intended to fac:!itate the offensive which fci1¢,wed. ThE

haste with which these analysts asse-ted the irntentional rtaure r-

transition suggests an imolicit apology as if the defensive t•oce of

operations was not worthy of the victor:ous Sov:et Arrny. The-,e~ore, th•e

reader was left with the impression that defersive c¢pe.-ti,:,--r are

undesirable and should be avoided.

There is strong evidence that suggests that in the late-70's the vie.ý

the top Soviet military leadership on the role of defense as a Mode :,f

operations began to change. A series of articles published ir, Voyer, no-

istoricheskiy zhurnal indicates that the issue has recently attractec the

attention of some prominent military officers and is of corsideratle

interest for them.

Writing in 1979, Yu. Maksimov who since has advanced from the positior

of the commander of the Turkestan Military District to the job of the

commander-in-chief of the Strategic Rocket Forces and Deputy Minister of
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Defense stated that while defense alone cannot win a war it is necessary

and constitutes one of the objective phenomena of armed struggle.'3 3

In Maksimov's view defense cannot be looked upon only as a means for

subsequent transition to counter-offensive. The goals of defense must be

considered in the context of the existing strategic, operational and

tactical situation. Transition to counter-offensive should be seer, as

the goal of defense only on the strategic level, whereas at the level of

a Front or an Army defense may serve the purpose of proper reallocation

of resources and transition to offensive in other sectors of the

strategic front.34

Maksimov's article was unusual not only for the views on the delense-

offerse relationship it contained but also for the type of defense that

was discussed in it. Despite the changes that hac taken place in Soviet

military doctrine by 1979, the authorls view of contemporary defensive

operations was tailored to the ernvironment dowinated by armramerts

possessing great range, speed and destructive powe- such as nv.lea'-

weapons. The concept of "concentration of forces" was inrterpreted by

Maksimov as "concentration of efforts*" in defense wnich can be acrieved

by using nuclear weapons, greater density of fire, barr'iers an:

maneuvering reserves and second echelon forces to the threatened sectors

of the front; the ability to maneuver was considered evens more important

than in the past.3 5  However, physical concentration of for-ces was nc

longer deemed desirable as it had beer in the past because of the

enormous destructive power of nuclear and new conventional weapons.

*This interpretation of the principle of concentration of

forces was developed during the "revolution in military affairs."
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Defense in the future would have to be based around battalion-, company-,

and platoon-level fortifications spread out in order to minimize losses.

The availability of nuclear weapons and greater share of tanks in defense

would make it possible [for the defender] to keep a significant part of

his forces in the second echelon and use them for counter-strikes.

Nuclear strikes and counter-strikes, counter-attacks supported by

conventional firepower were portrayed as the principal mears for

achieving success in Cefense. 3 6

Maksimov also noted that imoroved mobility of the enemy's troops would

enable him to launch an attack very quickly. Therefore the defender would

have little warning time to prepare. The factor of time in these

circumstances is even more important and the task of preoarat:-r.

planning and timely transition to defense -- corp::catec. 3 7

This discussion of the changes in defensive arnc offers.-e *:p3-tlo•

and initiation of hostilities was, apparently, interdez by Maim-v to

back up the followinc conclusion: he noted that durin; tve ;reat

Patriotic War Soviet staffs had developed three types of preoaýatior, for

operations. In two out of these three types of preparatIor lowe'--leve'

commanders and their staffs commenced planning o' operations followinc

the completion of uoper-level staff planning. In the third case the wor4

was conoucteo by lower-level commanders and staffs simultaneocsly wit'

that of their superiors. 3 8  In Maksimov's view, this last -- parallel--

method would be the most suited to in rapidly changing offense/defense

environment or under the threat of a sudden strike by the enemy and would

be most widely used in the future.39

General Maksimov's article has far-reaching implications. The meaninr
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of his statement concerning legitimacy of defense could be viewed as an

attempt to refute the view that the offensive constitutes the only

desirable form of military operations at all levels -- strategic,

operational and tactical. While he did not deny that only offensive

operations could bring victory in war (strategic victory), on the

operational and tactical levels the c'oice of the mode of operatiors

shoula be determined by the concrete situation. The reference to the

necessity of defense as ar "objective ohertorpernon of the armed struggle"

is quite explicit. If defense is an "objective phenomer-on," the S:vie-

military establishment and the entire Soviet Army must be Deoar'ec t:*

conduct operations in both offensive and offensive mode.

Maksimov's description of the conditions in which defensxve ooerations

woulc take place is reminiscent of Sokoiovsiiy's Voyernaya Stratery;. art

open to two interpretations. Accordirn to one interpretation, the S:vset

Army may find under NATO's nuclear attack, possibly ever a sudden* atta::-

and may or may not resort to nuclea- weapons, but not Dreem,•tivelY.

Alternatively, it may have to defend against NATO's attacv by "reA

conventional weapons" which again may constitute a suddern strike. As ir.

the first case defense may be conducted with or without nuclear weapors,

but in any event pre-emotion is ncot implied in Maksimov's description..

In both instances, however, the new conventional armamerts are vlrtua?

equated with nuclear weaoons in terms of their mihitary utility,

destructive capacity and impact on the course of operations.

*The term "sudden strike" is a translation of the Russian

term "vnezapnyy udar" which in this writer's view does not imply
strategic surprise but rather an operational surprise and is
therefore different from such concepts of a surprise attack as
"bolt out of the blue."



Within the context of Soviet military-historical literature the

publication of Maksimov's article was highly unusual. The very fact that

questions concerning such delicate matters as the relationship between

offense and defense and the legitimacy of defense were raised in the

principal military-historical publication of the Ministry of Defense

(which Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurnal is) by a senio rmilitary officer -f

General Maksimov's standing indicates that these issues were of practit?

importance and that an authoritative opinion was needed eithe- to, -ef-;ts

or backup certain arguments that had arisen before the Sovet militarv

leadersi p.

There is little doubt that the publication of Genera" srncv's

article marked the beginning of a discussion of the rc.:e and place of

defense in Soviet military theory and art. The first respcrse ca.:e •

the chief of the Voroshilov General Staff Acaderpy Army General Ks(zlov.

General Kozlov agreed with the views exoressed irn Ma4siiv's art e

'The introduction of orincipally new means of armec strucle, he wrtle,

resulted in an increase in the scale and decisivenesB of milita-

operations and made it mandatory (emphasis mine - E.B.R.) t,:. usi

lifferent forms of armed struggle including strategic defense. 4 0 The

indisoutability of this poirnt of view was backed uo by a quote from Ler-'n

who had written that wars could not begin and end with offensivc

operations only; troops must be able to conduct both offensive and

defensive operations. 41

Kozlov's assessment of the impact of new conventional weapons on

military doctrine and art was essentially the same as Maksimov's but it

was expressed in much stronger terms. General Maksimov had referred to
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defense as an "objective phenomenon of armed struggle" i.e. a-

unavoidable burden at the tactical and operational level. By contrast,

General Kozlov referred specifically to strategic defense, unambiguously

declared it mandatory without any implicit apologies and backed up his

statement with a quote from Lenin. There is little doubt that such

statements coming from the chief of the General Staff Academy with the

rank of an Army General in the wake of a presumably controvers:al article

containing previously unpublicized views constituted their strong

endorsement by at least some Dart of Soviet military leadership.

Acceptance of these views became oat-t of military-historical analyses

in the early eighties. One of the major implicit assumptions underlyzn.

the writings of both Maksimov and Ko:lov was that the Soviet Army wo..Jd

find itself under attack by the enemy's conventional and nuclear weapCns

and that pre-emption of this attack would not take place eithe-, due t:

failure or by intent. Similarly, the probability of exterde• aefersivo

operations was implied in other writers' analyses. One article published

in Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurnal in 1961 dealt with the issue cl

strategic operations. The Kursk Battle was used as an example of well-

orap-,7ed ctratecic defensive operation. Its experience was considered

to be very valuable since in the future the Soviet Army would be likely

to encounter adversaries with large combat-ready armies and it would be

faced with the task of defeating their invasion and preparing and

launching a counter-offensive. 4 2 Thus, here the author assumed that at

the outset of hostilities in the future the Soviet Union would find

itself on the defensive.

Some writings could be interpreted as expression of doubts concerning
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the ability of the Soviet Army to launch and conduct a successful

offensive. For example, in an article on the development of Soviet

military art published in 1983 Colonel General Gayvoronskiy observed a

trend toward greater imoortance of gaining and controlling the strategic

initiative as a function of improving combat capabilities of troops. He

noted that in the conditions of parity this task is even more

important.43

Empnasis on the problem of gaining and controllinc t-e strategic

initiative can be explained as a sign of Soviet worries corcerring the:r

ability to do so which is fully consistent with other wr'itings or:

strategic defense, transition to counter-offensive and implic:t concern•s

about NATO capability to thwart Soviet offensive. In his d1scusFion, of

the trend toward greater spatial scale cf military operatior•i

Gayvoronskiy specifically referred to the imoroved, more precise

conventional (and nuclear) weapons as the cause of greater intensity of

military operations in the future. 4 4

Other authors have devoted their attention to the probler,, of

transition to counter-offensive and preparations for offensive operatior's

while in the ý..-ensx'e mode. An article by Wa.or Genera' I. Krupcherk,:

published on the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the Kursk battle i'

July 1983 was devoted to the use of tank and mechanized troovs in that

operation. Krupchenko concluded that in the contemporary period the

issue of organization and creation of tank formations for the offensive

in the course of defense was of greatest interest. 4 5

Other issues related to strategic defensive operations discussed in

V-oyenno-istoricheskiy zhurnal in recent years included: the use of
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artillery in defense; 4 6 transition from the period of strategic defense

to the strategic offensive; 4 7 the state of the Soviet economy and the

rear at the time of transition from strategic defense to strategic

offensive; 4 8 maneuver in a front-level defensive operation. 4 9

Such unprecedented interest in defensive operations reflected ir

military-historical publications of the last 6-7 years indicates that the

new attitude toward defense as a form of military operations (with far-

reaching doctrinal and strategic implications) has gained considerable

credibility among these Soviet military establishment and that questions

emanating from it occupy an important place or their research agenda.



3.0 Conclusion

Having traced the evolution of Soviet analyses of the Kuirs• coperation

through three stapes in the development of Soviet military doctrine, what

conclusions can we make from it? Perhaps, the most important overall

conclusion is that analyses of the Kursk operation have been consistent

with analyses of the Belorussian operation and the SuMrne- 1944 caapjlain,.

examined in the first part of this study.

Similarly to discussions of factors that determined the outcome c.• the

Belorussian operation, successful defense at the Kursk salient was

attributed to the ability of Soviet High Command to unde-stard the

enemy's plan and deny him the element of surprise which was deemec s!:1

important; to overall superiority over the Germans as weli as: t:I s.illV

deployment of troops which resulted in high concentraticor of "orces in

key sectors; and to construction of well-oreoared multi-layeret defenses.

The depth of defense was, apparently, another factor of decisive

importance; deoloyment of troops in two strategic echelons inc,-easeJ the

depth of the Soviet defense but also made it possible tc ailocate

resources to those sectors whet-e they were most needed. Thus, higb two-

dimensional concentration of forces -- along the front and in-deoth---

was another major factor that determined the outcome of the Kurs4 battle.

The evolution of Soviet analyses f the Kursk operation has also

proven consistent with changes observed in the discussions of the

Belorussian operation. As in the latter case, the "revolution in

military affairs" did not find a very responsive audience among Soviet

military analysts. Major strategic and operational changes resulting

from the doctrinal shift brought about by nuclear weapons were largely

ignored by them; implications and lessons drawn from war-time experience
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reflected little or no impact left by the new doctrine.

Again, as in the first case-study which dealt with the Belorussiar.

operation, analyses of the "transition" phase were more consistent with

what we expected to observe: a growing interest in the conduct of

conventional operations.

The most interesting development occurred in the most recent--

"conventional" -- phase of development of the doctrine. Articles written

by several highly authoritative military analysts in the last seven years

have reflected some truly revolutionary developments in Soviet militarý

V npirng.

Having followed Sov'et analyses of both Belorussian arc Kurs-

operation we can now say with assurance that Voyenro-istorhesky

zur~na. has displayed a much greater interest in, the fcre-- a ar,

offensive operation and the latterls offensive aspects thar ir, its

defensive aspects and issues related to the conduct of defensi-ve

operations in general. Until recently, many articles dealing wit', tht

Kursk operation focused heavily on suc', issues as transition to counter-

offensive and saw the justification of transition to defense in. thE

Spring of 1943 only in its contribution to thVe n1anr-ec ofens-ve. This,

perhaps, can be best explained as a result of the practical tendency ir

Soviet military history as a discipline which is intenoeo to be t*e

source of practical advice to the Armed Forces in thei- sea;-ch fo:-

answers to current problems.

However, important changes observed in the analyses of the KursL

operation in the last 6-7 years indicate that defensive operations ano

related issues have now occupied a prominent place among the problems
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facing Soviet military community. In fact, articles written by suc1

authors as Generals Maksimov, Kozlov, Kruochenko, Gayvoronskiy reflect

the ongoing re-assessment of the entire relationship between offense and

defense. Without challenging the importance of the offensive, these

authors, apparently, argue that as a result of improvements in

conventional capabilities of the future enemy t'he Soviet Armv may finc

:tself on the defensive from the very first moment of the war. Sirce thE

erer,iy's corventioora capanilities car, disrupt the Soviet attaz;: and

cel ve'- str iea ceeD irt,- tne Soviet rear they car! be c-rde'e•

,:,ffetsva ard as a result the attacke- wil'] have to car'ry out both role=_

-- _f the defenrdeý ar, te attacker. Thus, the ciea-" Cistirctior, betwee-

,:,•ese and deferse is lost and the Sc,-viet Pr-:v wil2 have t, z:.t-t otk

o'•=_,-• -p •-t•-r sirultaneousi.y

-nese ciarves in, Fcviet thirir r e su: '-- t-: t, :_s

a te lm,-rarce of tro,, c,-,nerE f:rI and s.;-.-se F= 'a:..rs i•

_-Anal.yses o t.nE Bet,--e'v.ssjat, :<-e-V ,:-, arkd az C-: r 'tr

t-ea,, rE La ar, ce. ;scussj ,-iors .,F the i r,)act , t s r,. w _a:rs :

oremara :i,:.rs fc~r artc, cord,.ct -,*, r_.oeratio,r.s nave stressed Y-r, e: t.-

c.EýýErse f:cwes ant~ the ab; *. it~ ýo tt-e5&F wearrs::r>

Sa-e tr,.o cncer, taticr,fs.

EBesioes givinr US suoPoCrt f,:,r trie cor,-,r-usioro rvv s ea' iev,-

irternsfty arnc ooenness of ciscusslor corcerr,:•r: t7e ia::ac , re.-

convent ional weaDors or the ore-,-arat i:,. ar-c' c,1,-, c: , o: --at I -

indicate thzt these weapoons or their perceived camatnilties constitute a.

important element -:f the balance of fcrces in the theat-e. The appare-

concern expressec by Soviet military ana.ysts ove"' these weapons can-
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serve as an inaicator of Soviet approac6 to balance assessme-. a-,c

suggest avenues for improvernerts it, NA7O's ceterrert carab; ities.
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